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Application Serial No. 10/814,032 
Appeal Brief dated: June 26, 2006 

STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1 and 3-15 are pending in the application and stand rejected. Claims 1 

and 3-15 are appealed. 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

An amendment filed prior to the final office action was entered. The claims 

presented herein are in the form in which they were presented to the Examiner prior to 

the final rejection. 

SUMMARY OF THE CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The present invention relates to a system and method of tracking an entity. The 

entity can be a person or object. The invention includes two or more tracking stations in 

a wireless ad-hoc network. An ad-hoc network, also known as a peer-to-peer network, 

is a local area network or other small network in which some of the network devices are 

part of the network only for the duration of a communications session or while the 

network devices are within a defined proximity to each other. The tracking stations are 

in direct communication with one another. 

Each entity is assigned a unique identifier. When the entity is located at the first 

tracking station, the first tracking station will determine the presence of the entity by 

detecting the entity's unique identifier. Then, the first tracking station will compare the 

entity's unique identifier data with a database of unique identifiers that are stored within 

the first tracking station. Based on a predicted transit path of the entity, the first tracking 

station wirelessly transmits the entity's unique identifier data to at least a second 

tracking station and to a logging station that logs information acquired from the first 

tracking station. Depending on the predicted transit path of the entity, only certain 

tracking stations will receive the entity's unique identifier, while other tracking stations 

will not. Such selective dissemination of information reduces the necessary bandwidth 

required for communications among the tracking stations. 
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Claim 1 recites a method for tracking an entity (130) comprising operating a 

plurality of tracking stations (205, 210, 215, 220) in a wireless ad-hoc network and 

assigning to the entity a unique identifier (250). (Appellant's Specification, p. 5, lines 7- 

9; p. 6., lines 20-26). In addition, the claimed method recites determining the presence 

of the entity (130) within a predetermined area at a first of the plurality of tracking 

stations (205, 210, 215, 220) responsive to detection of the unique identifier (250) and 

comparing at the tracking station the unique identifier (250) that has been detected with 

a database of unique identifiers stored at the tracking station. (Appellant's 

Specification, p. 11, lines 7-11). Claim 1 further recites wirelessly transmitting the 

unique identifier (250) that has been assigned to the entity (130) to at least a second of 

the plurality of tracking stations (205, 210, 215, 220) and dynamically varying the 

number of the tracking stations on an ad-hoc basis responsive to variations in a tracking 

environment. (Appellant's Specification, p. 4, lines 5-7; p. 8, lines 1-6, 22-23, and p. 11, 

lines 4-6). Finally, claim 1 recites the step of wirelessly transmitting the unique identifier 

(250) by selectively communicating the unique identifier (250) to at least the second 

tracking station (205, 210, 215, 220) based on a predicted transit scenario of the entity 

(130). (Appellant's Specification, p. 10, lines 3-17, p. 11, lines 4-7). 

Claim 3 depends from claim 1 and recites the step of storing the unique identifier 

(250) on a datastore attached to the entity (130). (Appellant's Specification, p. 6, line 9). 

Claim 4 depends from claim 3 and recites that the step of storing the unique identifier 

(250) comprises storing the unique identifier (250) on a radio frequency identification tag 

(125). (Appellant's Specification, p. 6, lines 9-26). 

Claim 5 depends from claim 1 and recites that the step of assigning a unique 

identifier (250) comprises performing a biometric scan of the entity. (Appellant's 

Specification, p. 6, lines 17-22). Claim 6 depends from claim 5 and recites that the 

biometric scan comprises at least one process selected from the group consisting of a 

facial scan, an iris scan, a fingerprinting, and obtaining a palm print. (Appellant's 

Specification, p. 6, lines 18-20).   Claim 7 depends from claim 1 and recites wirelessly 

transmitting the unique identifier (250) to a logging station (230). (Appellant's 

Specification, p. 4, lines 14-17, p. 7, lines 7-28, p. 8, lines 1-2). Claim 8 depends from 
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claim 7 and recites propagating from the logging station (230) to at least one of the 

plurality of tracking stations (205, 210, 215, 220) data that is relevant to the at least one 

of the plurality of tracking stations (205, 210, 215, 220). (Appellant's Specification, p. 4, 

lines 14-17). Claim 9 depends from claim 8 and recites the data is propagated during a 

system boot of the at least one of the plurality of tracking stations (205, 210, 215, 220). 

(Appellant's Specification, p. 4, lines 14-17). 

Claim 10 recites a tracking system (200) comprising at least two tracking stations 

(205, 210, 215, 220). In addition, the system of Claim 10 recites that each of the 

tracking stations (205, 210, 215, 220) comprises a processor (105), a datastore 

containing a database of unique identifier information (105), a wireless network adapter 

(115) capable of operating in a wireless ad-hoc network, and a radio frequency 

identification scanning device (120) coupled to the processor and responsive to a RFID 

tag (125) for determining the presence of said RFID tag within a predetermined area. 

(Appellant's Specification, p. 4, lines 18-24, p. 5; lines 20-25). Claim 10 further recites 

that the processor (105) compares a unique identifier (250) associated with the RFID 

tag (125) with a database of unique identifiers stored at the tracking station and the 

wireless network adaptor wirelessly transmits the unique identifier (250) to at least a 

second .one of the tracking stations (205, 210, 215, 220). (Appellant's Specification, p. 

6, lines 27-29; p. 8, lines 14-28; p. 9, lines 1-10; p. 11 lines 7-11; p. 12, lines 6-21). 

Finally, claim 10 recites the processor (105) determines a predicted transit scenario for 

an entity (130) possessing the unique identifier (250) and selectively identifies at least 

the second one of the tracking stations (205, 210, 215, 220) to which the unique 

identifier (250) is transmitted based on the predicted transit scenario. (Appellant's 

Specification, p. 4, lines 7-9 and p. 10, lines 3-19). 

Claim 11 depends from claim 10 and recites the processor (105); the wireless 

network adapter (115) and the radio frequency identification scanning device (120) are 

incorporated into a single unit. (Appellant's Specification, p. 4, lines 18-21). Claim 12 

depends from claim 11 and recites each of the tracking stations (205, 210, 215, 220) 

further comprises a biometric scanning device (110) capable of uniquely identifying a 

person. (Appellant's Specification, p. 4, lines 21-22). Claim 13 depends from claim 12, 
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and recites that the processor, the wireless network adapter; the radio frequency 

identification scanning device and the biometric scanning device are incorporated into a 

single unit. (Appellant's Specification, p. 4, lines 22-24). 

Claim 14 depends from claim 10 and recites the processor (105) and wireless 

network adapter (115) are components of a personal computer. (Appellant's 

Specification, p. 4, lines 24-26). Claim 15 depends from claim 10 and recites the 

processor (105) and wireless network adapter (115) are components of a laptop 

computer. (Appellant's Specification, p. 4, lines 24-26; p. 7, lines 1-3). 

GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 
» 

Claims 1 and 3-9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 

over U.S. Published Patent Application No. US 2004/0169589 to Lea, et al. ("Lea, et 

al.") in view of U.S. Published Patent Application No. US 2005/0087596 to Larson, et al. 

("Larson, et al."). Claims 10-14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Larson, et al. in view of Lea, et al. Claim 15 stands rejected under 

35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Larson, et al. in view of Lea, et al., and in 

further view of U.S. Published Patent Application No. US 2004/0263319 to Huomo 

("Houmo"). 

ARGUMENT 

The following claim groupings identify groups of claims which are different in 

scope and believed to be separately patentable. Accordingly, the claims of any 

particular group do not stand or fall with claims of any other group. 

I.      Rejection of Claims 1 and 3-9 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) based on Lea, et 
al. in view of Larson, et al.  

Claim 1 has been rejected by the Examiner based on Lea, et al. in view of 

Larson, et al. However, the combination of Lea et al. and Larson et al. fail to disclose 

several important features that are recited in claim 1. Most significantly, the 

combination of these references fails to teach selectively communicating a unique 
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identifier from a first tracking station to a second tracking station based on a predicted 

transit scenario of a tracked entity. 

Lea et al. discloses a passenger/object location system that includes one or more 

radio transceivers (known as remote masters or RMs) located at predetermined 

locations. The passenger/object is given an Electronic Tracking Clip (ETC) containing a 

transponder that is uniquely identified with the passenger/object. The ETC is distributed 

using an ETC Dispenser. The transponder device is adapted to transmit an RF signal in 

response to receiving an RF signal from one or more RM's. A passenger location 

means determines the position of the passenger/object transponder by determining the 

location of the one or more radio transceivers that actually received the transponder 

signal. The RM's that detect the particular transponder signal send their detection 

information wirelessly to a LAN Switch/hub and from the LAN Switch/hub to the 

Application Server. The Application Server contains the system application that uses an 

algorithm to approximate the present location of the ETC. Notably, the RM's do not 

communicate directly with each other. Rather, each RM communicates directly with the 

LAN which in turn communicates with Application and Database Servers and other 

RM's. The Application Server displays the location ID associated with the RM and, 

thus, displays the location of an ETC. Database Servers will contain an updatable 

database of information regarding the passengers/objects. 

Larson et al. discloses methods and systems for managing personnel security at 

physical locations, namely security access points. The methods include respectively 

managing personnel security for one or more sponsor entities, vendor entities, and 

individuals associated with vendor entities. One of the methods disclosed by Larson et 

al. includes managing personnel security for a plurality of different sponsor entities from 

an administrator entity. The Larson et al. invention discloses that each access point 

location includes a computer with a processing unit, a wireless modem that is 

connected to a LAN network, a database of stored relevant data such as biometric data, 

and a card reader station that is capable of reading RFID security tags. 
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a.     The Combination of Lea, et al. and Larson, et al. Fail to Teach 
Selectively Communicating a Unique Identifier from a First Tracking 
Station to a Second Tracking Station Based on a Predicted Transit 

Scenario of a Tracked Entity  

Claim 1 recites that "wirelessly transmitting the unique identifier comprises 

selectively communicating the unique identifier to at least the second tracking station 

based on a predicted transit scenario of the entity." This step reduces network 

bandwidth by transmitting data, such as unique identifiers, to only those tracking 

stations that fall under the predicted travel route of the entity. The Examiner has 

asserted that Lea et al. teaches this limitation through its "step of analyzing the paths of 

travel of each individual over time from the location data received" (Lea et al. H43). 

However, Applicants respectfully disagree with Examiner's assertion. Lea et al. does 

not teach the use of a predicted transit scenario. Instead, Lea et al. merely teaches that 

a transponder's past and present location data are analyzed to recreate a single past 

transit path. Basically, Lea et al. shares data between RMs to determine where the 

transponder has traveled, but not to predict where the transponder may travel in the 

future. See Lea et al. H70. The approach described in Lea et al is different from 

Applicants' invention, which predicts a future transit path or paths (i.e. a predicted transit 

scenario) based on current location data. 

In Lea, et al., the paths of travel of individuals done over time is used to 

determine a location of an individual at any given moment. See Lea et al., 1J70. The 

tracking information can also be analyzed after the travel is performed for the purposes 

of making physical adjustments to the defined space, i.e., within the passenger terminal, 

to make more efficient use of the space to reduce delays. (Lea, et al., p. 3, lines 20-43, 

1J0070). In contrast, claim 1 clearly recites that the predicted transit scenario of an entity 

is used for a completely different purpose. In particular, the information is used in 

connection with the step of wirelessly transmitting the unique identifier from a first 

tracking station. As recited in claim 1, the unique identifier information is selectively 

communicated to a second tracking station based on a predicted transit scenario of an 

entity. (Appellant's Specification, p. 4, lines 8-9; p. 10, lines 3-17; p. 11, lines 4-7). This 
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step reduces network bandwidth by transmitting data, such as unique identifiers, to only 

those tracking stations that fall under the predicted travel route of the entity. Clearly, 

locating a passenger or attempting to make efficient use of the space in a passenger 

terminal as disclosed in Lea et al. is not the same as attempting to maximize the use of 

computer network resources by limiting network bandwidth usage. 

Larson similarly fails to teach selectively communicating the unique identifier to at 

least the second tracking station based on a predicted transit scenario of the entity. In 

fact, Larson et al. does not concern the tracking of entities at all. Instead, Larson et al. 

merely discloses a system for controlling access to facilities. In Larson et al. a system 

and method is disclosed for administering security for a plurality of different sponsor or 

client locations using a centralized server. The system described in Larson et al. uses a 

centralized system to obtain screening data from various sponsor entities (outside 

companies). This screening data is used to determine whether certain employees are 

granted access to the facilities of a client company (or facilities of a sponsor). The 

system includes an administrative entity 74, vendor entities 72 and sponsor entities 70. 

Larson et al. describes computing devices 100 (which can include card readers and 

wireless modems) and a network used for interaction among the entities. 

The system described in Larson et al. provides for control over ingress and 

egress to facilities, and even mentions generating reports regarding the specific 

locations within a site that are accessed. See Larson, If 77. However, no suggestion or 

teaching is contained in Larson et al. with regard to Appellant's claimed step of 

"selectively communicating the unique identifier to at least the second tracking station 

based on a predicted transit scenario of the entity." This step reduces network 

bandwidth by transmitting data, such as unique identifiers, to only those tracking 

stations that fall under the predicted travel route of the entity. Accordingly, Larson et al. 

fails to make up for the deficiencies of Lea et al. 
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b.     The Combination of Lea, et al. and Larson, et al Fail to Teach 
Wirelessly Transmitting the Unique Identifier that has been 
Assigned to the Entity to at least a second of the Plurality of 

Tracking Stations  

Claim 1 further recites wirelessly transmitting the unique identifier that has been 

assigned to the entity to at least a second of the plurality of tracking stations. The 

passenger location system in Lea, et al. does not transmit (wirelessly or otherwise) the 

unique identifier from a first tracking station to at least a second of the plurality of 

tracking stations. In Lea, et al., the unique ID encoded on the ETC is detected by one 

or more transceivers and then relayed via LAN switches/hubs through a local area 

network to application and database servers. (Lea, et al., p. 4, right hand column, lines 

3-5). The unique ID from an ETC is not transmitted to or between any of the other 

transceivers (RM) or access points as required by claim 1. Similarly, there is no 

suggestion in Larson et al. that unique ID information is transmitted from one tracking 

station to the other tracking station. At best, the Lea et al. and Larson et al. references 

describe systems where tracking data is relayed to and from a centralized entity. 

However, this is not the same as the communication of unique ID data from one 

tracking station to another tracking station as recited in claim 1. 

Summarizing, there is no teaching or suggestion in the references to support the 

Examiner's contention that claim 1 is obvious based on the combination of Lea et al. in 

view of Larson et al. "To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all 

the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art." MPEP § 2143.03, 

citing In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 985 (CCPA 1970); see also CFMT, Inc. v. YieldUp Int'l 

Corp., 349 F.3d 1333, 1342 (Fed. Cir. 2003). The Examiner has failed to state a prima 

facie case of obviousness and appellant believes claim 1 is in a condition for allowance. 

Claims 3-9 are similarly believed to be in a condition for allowance by virtue of their 

dependence on an allowable base claim. 

II.      Rejection of Claims 10 and 11-15 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) Based on 
Larson, et al.in view of Lea et al.  

Claim 10 has been rejected by the Examiner based on Larson et al. in view of 

Lea, et al. However, the combination of Larson et al. and Lea et al. fail to disclose 

} 
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several important features that are recited in claim 10. Most significantly, the 

combination of these references fails to teach that a tracking station has a processor 

which determines a predicted transit scenario for an entity possessing a unique 

identifier. The combination of references also fail to show that the same processor 

selectively identifies at least a second one of the tracking stations to which the unique 

identifier is transmitted based on the predicted transit scenario. 

a. The Combination of Larson et al. and Lea et al. Fail to Disclose that 
a Processor Provided in a Tracking Station Determines a Predicted 
Transit Scenario For an Entity Possessing a Unique Identifier 

Claim 10 recites a tracking system that includes at least two tracking stations. 

Claim 10 also recites that the tracking stations each contain a processor. Further, claim 

10 recites that the claimed processor determines a predicted transit scenario for an 

entity possessing a unique identifier. This feature is not disclosed or suggested by the 

combination of references cited. 

The features of Larson et al. have already been discussed in detail. Accordingly, 

it will be appreciated that the system described in Larson et al. is generally related to 

control over ingress and egress to facilities. Larson does mention generating reports 

regarding the specific locations within a site that are accessed. See Larson, U 77. 

However, no suggestion or teaching is contained in Larson et al. with regard to 

Appellant's claimed tracking stations including a processor that "determines a predicted 

transit scenario for an entity possessing [a] unique identifier." 

Significantly, Lea et al. fails to make up for the deficiencies of Larson et al. As 

previously noted, in Lea, et al. the paths of travel of an individuals can be used to 

determine a location of an individual at any given moment. See Lea et al., 1J70. Lea et 

al. also discloses that the tracking information can be analyzed after the travel is 

performed for the purposes of making physical adjustments to the defined space, i.e., 

within the passenger terminal, to make more efficient use of the space to reduce delays. 

(Lea, et al., p. 3, lines 20-43,1J0070). In contrast, Appellant's claim 10 recites that the 

tracking processor determines a predicted transit scenario for an entity possessing a 

unique identifier. This feature is not disclosed or suggested in Lea et al. 
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b.     The Combination of Larson et al. and Lea et al. Fail to Disclose or 
Suggest Appellants Claimed Tracking Station Processor which 
Selectively Identifies At Least the Second One of the Tracking 
Stations to Which the Unique Identifier Is Transmitted Based on the 
Predicted Transit Scenario  

Claim 10 also recites that the tracking station processor "selectively identifies at 

least the second one of the tracking stations to which the unique identifier is transmitted 

based on the predicted transit scenario." There is no similar suggestion or teaching in 

Larson et al. As discussed above, Larson et al. is primarily concerned with controlling 

ingress and egress to facilities. Larson et al. does mention generating reports regarding 

the specific locations within a site that are accessed. See Larson,   77. However, no 

suggestion or teaching is contained in Larson et al. with regard to identifying tracking 

stations to which unique identifier information is transmitted based on a predicted transit 

scenario. Accordingly, Larson et al. also fails to disclose this feature. 

Once again, Lea et al. fails to make up for the deficiencies of Larson et al. 

Nowhere in Lea et al. is there any suggestion that the tracking station processor 

"selectively identifies at least the second one of the tracking stations to which the unique 

identifier is transmitted based on the predicted transit scenario." In fact, Lea et al. does 

not even appear to contemplate direct communications between tracking stations. As 

previously discussed, in Lea, et al., tracking information is used to physically locate 

individuals. The tracking information is also analyzed after the travel is performed for 

the purposes of making physical adjustments to the defined space, i.e., within a 

passenger terminal, to make more efficient use of the space to reduce delays. (Lea, et 

al., p. 3, lines 20-43, fl0070). In the present invention, the predicted transit scenario of 

an entity is used for a completely different purpose, i.e., selectively communicating the 

unique identifier to at least the second tracking station so minimal bandwidth, 

communication, and processing resources in the computer network are utilized. 

(Appellant's Specification, p. 10, lines 3-12,1J0031). Accordingly, this feature as recited 

in claim 10 is not found in Lea et al. 

In conclusion, there is no teaching or suggestion in the references for the 

combination that the Examiner has proposed and the claim limitations of claim 10 were 
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not met. Id. Lea, et al. does not make up for the deficiencies of Larson, et al. as the 

Examiner has stated. Thus, the Examiner has failed to state a prima facie case of 

obviousness and appellant believes claim 10 is in a condition for allowance. 

Accordingly, the rejection of claim 10 must be reversed. Claims 11-15 are similarly 

believed to be in a condition for allowance by virtue of their dependence on an allowable 

base claim. 

III. CONCLUSION 

In the Examiner's rejection of claims 1 and 3-15, the cited references have been 

misguidedly applied. The cited references fail to render Appellants' invention obvious. 

Accordingly, Appellants submit that claims 1 and 3-15 define a patentably 

distinguishable invention over the prior art made of record, and a Notice of Allowance 

for claims 1 and 3-15 is accordingly and courteously solicited. 

Please charge Deposit Account No. 08-0870 in the amount of $500 pursuant to 

fee code 1402. Please charge any deficiencies or credit any overpayments to Deposit 

Account No. 08-0870. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date:   CL -       - O & 
Robert J. Sacco 
Registration No. 35,667 
Sacco & Associates, P.A. 

P.O. Box 30999 
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33420-0999 
Tel: 561-626-2222 
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APPENDIX 

CLAIMS 

1. A method of tracking an entity comprising: 

operating a plurality of tracking stations in a wireless ad-hoc network; 

assigning to the entity a unique identifier; 

determining the presence of the entity within a predetermined area at a first of 

the plurality of tracking stations responsive to detection of the unique identifier; 

comparing at the tracking station the unique identifier that has been detected with 

a database of unique identifiers stored at the tracking station; 

wirelessly transmitting the unique identifier that has been assigned to the entity to 

at least a second of the plurality of tracking stations; and 

dynamically varying the number of the tracking stations on an ad-hoc basis 

responsive to variations in a tracking environment; and 

wherein the step of wirelessly transmitting the unique identifier comprises 

selectively communicating the unique identifier to at least the second tracking station 

based on a predicted transit scenario of the entity. 

2. (Cancelled) 

3. The method of claim 1 further comprising storing the unique identifier on a 

datastore attached to the entity. 

4. The method of claim 3 wherein said step of storing the unique identifier 

comprises storing the unique identifier on a radio frequency identification tag. 

5. The method of claim 1, wherein the step of assigning a unique identifier 

comprises performing a biometric scan of the entity. 

6. The method of claim 5, wherein the biometric scan comprises at least one 

process selected from the group consisting of a facial scan, an iris scan, a 

fingerprinting, and obtaining a palm print. 

7. The method of claim 1, further comprising wirelessly transmitting the unique 

identifier to a logging station. 
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8. The method of claim 7, further comprising propagating from the logging station to 

at least one of the plurality of tracking stations data that is relevant to the at least one of 

the plurality of tracking stations. 

9. The method of claim 8, wherein the data is propagated during a system boot of 

the at least one of the plurality of tracking stations. 

10. A tracking system comprising: 

at least two tracking stations, each of the tracking stations comprising: 

a processor; 

a datastore containing a database of unique identifier information; 

a wireless network adapter capable of operating in a wireless ad-hoc 

network; and 

a radio frequency identification scanning device coupled to the processor 

and responsive to a RFID tag for determining the presence of said RFID tag 

within a predetermined area; 

wherein the processor compares a unique identifier associated with the 

RFID tag with a database of unique identifiers stored at the tracking station; 

wherein the wireless network adaptor wirelessly transmits the unique 

identifier to at least a second one of the tracking stations; and 

wherein the processor determines a predicted transit scenario for an entity 

possessing the unique identifier and selectively identifies at least the second one 

of the tracking stations to which the unique identifier is transmitted based on the 

predicted transit scenario. 

11. The tracking system of claim 10, wherein the processor, the wireless network 

adapter and the radio frequency identification scanning device are incorporated into a 

single unit. 

12. The tracking system of claim 11, wherein each of the tracking stations further 

comprises a biometric scanning device capable of uniquely identifying a person. 

13. The tracking system of claim 12, wherein the processor, the wireless network 

adapter, the radio frequency identification scanning device and the biometric scanning 

device are incorporated into a single unit. 
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14. The tracking system of claim 10, wherein the processor and wireless network 

adapter are components of a personal computer. 

15, The tracking system of claim 10, wherein the processor and wireless network 

adapter are components of a laptop computer. 
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EVIDENCE APPENDIX 

(none) 
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

(none) 
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